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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to ttie amendment filed on: 1 1/22/2006. 

2. Claims 17-24 have been amended, and claims 25, 26, and 27 are new. Thus, 
claims 1-27 are pending. 

3. The rejections (under 35 USC 101) for claims 17-24, have been withdrawn. 

4. The Double Patenting rejections for claims 1-24, have been withdrawn. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-11, 13-15, 17-19. 21-23 remain rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rada et al, and claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, and 24 
remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rada et al, in 
further view of Burnard. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-11, 13-15, 17-19, 21-23 remain rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rada et al ("Hypertext Interchange Using ICA", 
published: June 1995, pages 99-117). 

With regards to claim 1. Rada et al teaches a method of transforming information, 
comprising: 
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• Inputting, into an editor, a first structural description of a first structured format: 
(page 100: whereas, the original data representation/first-structural-description is 
specified) 

• Inputting, into the editor, a second structural description of a second structured 
format; inputting, into the editor by a user, preferences for transforming an 
element of the first structural description to at least one element of the second 
structural description (pages 100 and 101: whereas, the intermediate 
format/second-structural description is also specified, and preferences for 
transforming an element of the first structural description to at least one element 
of the second structural description are also entered using the receding and 
structural mapping toolset); 

• Storing translation information output from the editor, the translation information 
comprising at least the preferences input by the user (page 101 : whereas, the 
translation information is stored in a receded file); 

• transforming first information provided in the first structured fonvat into second 
information in the second structured format based on the translation information 
(page 101: whereas, using the receded file, the first structured 
format/specific/original data representation is converted to the 
second/general/intermediate structure representation using the Specific to 
General tool. 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1 , wherein the first structured format 
has a Document Type Definition (DTD) directed hierarchy (page 102: whereas, the first 
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structured format, can be SGML (which includes a DTD), such that the second format 
will by a structural format for a hypertext system). 

With regards to claim 3. which depends on claim 1, wherein said first structured format 
is derived from Standard Generalized Markup Language (SGML), as similarly explained 
in the rejection for claim 2, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 3, wherein the second structured 
format is a Document Type Definition (DTD) directed hierarchy (page 102: whereas, the 
second structured format, can be the open and interchange layer, and the first 
structured format can be the text markup language, such that the second structured 
format is SGML (which includes a DTD)). ^ 
With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 3, further comprising: outputting, from 
the editor to a graphical user interface, a representation of a translation between the 
first structured format and the second structured format (page 1 14: whereas, a 
representation of a translation (translation from 'MUCH' to 'Guide') is shown/presented 
on a computer screen). 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 3, wherein the second structured 
format is derived from Standard Generalized Mari<up Language (SGML), as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 5, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
With regards to claim 9, for a system performing a method similar to the method of 
claim 1 , is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 9, for a system performing a method 
similar to the method of claim 2, is rejected under the same rationale. 
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With regards to claim 1 1 , which depends on claim 9, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 3, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 13. which depends on claim 11, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 5, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 14. which depends on claim 1 1 , for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 6, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 1 5, which depends on claim 1 1 , for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 7, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 17, for a computer program product performing a method similar 

to the method of claim 1 , is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 18, which depends on claim 17, for a computer program product 

performing a method similar to the method of claim 2, is rejected under the same 

rationale. 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 17, for a computer program product 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 3, is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

With regards to claim 21 , which depends on claim 19, for a computer program product 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 5. is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 19, for a computer program product 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 6, is rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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With regards to claim 23, which depends on claim 19, for a computer program product 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 7, is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4, 8, 12, 16, 20, and 24 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Rada et al ("Hypertext Interchange Using ICA", published: June 

1995, pages 99-1 17), in further view of Burnard ("SGML on the Web: too little too soon, 

or too much too late?", published: November 1, pages 1-9). 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 3, RADA teaches said first structured 
format, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under the same 
rationale. However, Rada does not expressly teach the first structured format is 

eXstensible Markup Language (XML). 

Burnard teaches a structured format is eXstensible Markup Language (XML): whereas, 
"XML is used as a leaner and simpler subset of the SGML metalanguage" (p8-1) 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Rada's first structured format to have been the structured 
format of XML, as taught by Burnard. The combination of Rada and Burnard would have 
allowed Rada to have "been able to support a wide variety of applications, and with a 
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concise formal design" (Rada, p8-1). 

With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 7, RADA teaches said second 
structured format, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected 
under the same rationale. However, Rada does not expressly teach the second 
structured format is eXstensible Markup Language (XML). 

Burnard teaches a structured format is eXstensible Marl<up Language (XML): whereas, 
"XML is used as a leaner and simpler subset of the SGML metalanguage" (p8-1) 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Rada's second structured format to have been the structured 
format of XML, as taught by Burnard. The combination of Rada and Burnard would have 
allowed Rada to have "been able to support a wide variety of applications, and with a 
concise formal design" (Rada, p8-1). 

With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 11, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 4, is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 15, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 8, is rejected under the same rationale 

With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 19, for a computer program product 

performing a method similar to the method of claim 4, is rejected under the same 

rationale. 

With regards to claim 24, which depends on claim 23, for a computer program product 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 8, is rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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8. Claims 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rada et al ("Hypertext Interchange Using ICA", published: June 1995, pages 99-117), 
and Burnard ("SGML on the Web: too little too soon, or too much too late?", published: 
November 1, pages 1-9), in further view of Linden ("Structured Document 
Transformations", published: June 1997, pages: NP-1. NP-48, NP-49. NP-50, NP-53). 
With regards to claim 25,which depends on claim 1 , Rada teaches wherein the 
preferences for transforming, as similarly explained by the rejection for claim 1 , and is 
rejected under similar rationale. However, Rada does not expressly teach the 
preferences for transforming include a user selection of which elements of the first 
structured format to map to the second structured format. 
Linden teaches the preferences for transforming include a user selection of which 
elements of the first structured format to map to the second structured format (NP-49, 
NP-50, and NP-53: whereas, a user selects elements of a first/source format to map to 
a second/target format through the use of a graphical tool, such as the mapper tool of 
Figure 4.7). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Rada's user preferences, such that they further included 
preferences for transforming through a user selection, as taught by Linden. The 
combination of Rada and Linden would have allowed Rada to have allowed the user to 
have made "symbol associations by selecting source and target symbols" (Linden, NP- 
50). 
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With regards to claim 26, which depends on claim 9, for a system performing a method 
similar to the method performed in claim 25, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 27. which depends on claim 17, for a computer readable medium 
encoded with instructions which perform a method similar to the method performed in 
claim 27, is rejected under similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/22/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 0. VVith regards to claim 1 , the applicant first argues that "Rada does not disclose or 
suggest any user input in conjunction with the receding and structural mapping toolset", 
and that Rada instead "discloses that programs are generated to recede the markups 
and to do the translation". However, the interactive interface (page 100) that supports 
different stages of generating a translator, further includes a "Receding Toolset" as one 
of the plurality of stages, and a "Structural Mapping Toolset" as one of the plurality of 
stages (page 101: whereas, there are three stages, and one of the stages includes the 
Receding and Structural Toolset). Since the "Receding toolset", and the "Structural 
Mapping Toolset" are included as one of the plurality of stages, and "the ICA system 
provides three tool types and an interactive interface to support different stages of 
generating a translator"(page 100), then each of the Toolsets are interactive as well. 
Thus, as explained in pages 100, and 101 of Rada, and also in the rejection for claim 1, 
the Receding toolset and/or the Structural Mapping Toolset are used to recede markups 
by replacing a data representation of a first format, to a data representation of a second 
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format, and the toolsets are interactive (collect input/preferences from a user), then user 
input/preferences is/are used in conjunction with the receding and structural mapping 
toolset, and the applicant's first argument is not persuasive. 

Secondly, the applicant argues that Rada's toolsets do not teach or suggest user 
input in conjunction with the receding and structural mapping toolset since, Rada 
"discloses that programs are generated to recode the markups and to do the translation" 
(page 101). However, the examiner respectfully points out that the programs that are 
generated to recode the markups and to do the translation, are made possible by using 
the Receding Toolset and/or Specific-To-general tool (including in the Structural 
Mapping Toolset). As explained above, the examiner as shown/explained that the 
toolsets are user interactive, and thus, since each of the programs are used to recode 
the markups and do the translations by incorporating the interactive Toolsets, then they 
include the element of user preferences as well. Thus, the applicant's second argument 
is not persuasive. 

Third, the applicant argues that "Rada does not disclose or suggest that there is 
user input information included in the receded file". As pointed out by the applicant, the 
receding toolset changes markup codes by replacing cedes in an original data 
representation with their intermediate counterparts, and generates a program to recode 
the markups. The program generated to recode the markups uses the interactive 
receding toolset as a resource, as explained previously by the examiner. Thus, the 
applicant's argument is not persuasive. 
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1 1 . The applicant also argues that since claim 1 is allowable, claims 2-16, and 25 
(which depend directly or indirectly upon independent claim 1), are allowable, is not 
persuasive, since claim 1 , has been shown/explained to be rejected. 

12. With respect to the applicant's argument that claims 9 and 17 (which recite 
elements analogous to those of claim 1, are allowable, is not persuasive since claim 1 
has been shown/explained to be rejected. 

1 3. With respect to the applicant's argument that claims 1 0-16, and 18-27 are 
allowable, since they depend directly or indirectly upon independent claim 1 , is not 
persuasive, since claim 1 has been shown to be rejected. 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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